This prospective, longitudinal investigation examined mechanisms proposed to explain continuities in parenting behavior across 2 generations (G1, G2). Data came from 187 G2 adults, their mothers (G1), and their children (G3). Prospective information regarding G2 was collected both during adolescence and early adulthood. G1 data were collected during G2's adolescence, and G3 data were generated during the preschool years. Assessments included both observational and self-report measures. The results indicated a direct relationship between G1 and G2 harsh parenting, and between G1 and G2 positive parenting. As predicted, specific mediators accounted for intergenerational continuity in particular types of parenting behavior. G2 externalizing behavior mediated the relationship between G1 and G2 harsh parenting, whereas G2 academic attainment mediated the relationship between G1 and G2 positive parenting. In addition, the hypothesized mediating pathways remained statistically significant after taking into account possible G2 effects on G1 parenting and G3 effects on G2 parenting.
Parenting behavior has been associated with both child competence and child maladjustment (see Collins, Maccoby, Steinberg, Hetherington, & Bornstein, 2000) . For example, supportive parenting practices have been linked to higher levels of psychosocial well-being during childhood (Baumrind, 1991; Jones, Forehand, Brody, & Armistead, 2002; Zhou et al., 2002) , whereas harsh and inconsistent parenting has been associated with higher levels of children's externalizing problems (Forman & Davies, 2003; Ge, Brody, Conger, Simons, & Murray, 2002; Pettit, Laird, Dodge, Bates, & Criss, 2001; Shaw et al., 1998) . Less is known about how parents come to behave in different ways toward their children. Recent evidence, however, suggests that an important influence on parenting may involve continuities in childrearing practices across generations (Belsky, Jaffee, Sligo, Woodward, & Silva, 2005; Conger, Neppl, Kim, & Scaramella, 2003; Patterson, 1998; Putallaz, Constanzo, Grimes, & Sherman, 1998; Van IJzendoorn, 1992) . Despite the growing evidence that the style of parenting in one generation influences parental behavior in the next, as yet there is little understanding of the specific mechanisms that may promote such continuities. Moreover, some researchers have proposed that evidence for continuity may be reduced if child effects on parenting are taken into account (Belsky et al., 2005) . This article addresses these important issues.
We begin with a review of the evidence for intergenerational continuities in harsh parenting and consider possible mediating mechanisms that may explain such continuities. We also consider the possibility that G2 behavior as a child or adolescent may actually exacerbate G1 harsh parenting and explain this parenting style in both the first and second generations. We next conduct a similar review of the evidence for intergenerational continuities in positive or supportive parenting. We then extend this analysis to the possible role of the G3 child in predicting G2 parenting. Finally, we describe the present investigation and the means by which it will address these issues and thus extend understanding of these developmental processes.
generation (e.g., Pears & Capaldi, 2001; Putallaz et al., 1998; Simons, Whitbeck, Conger, & Wu, 1991) . While much of this research has been retrospective or based on self-reports, Conger et al. (2003) demonstrated a direct relationship between observed G1 aggressive parenting and observed G2 aggressive parenting 5 to 7 years later. Thus, more recent evidence based on prospective, longitudinal research employing intensive measurement of observed parenting replicates earlier studies showing intergenerational continuity in harsh parenting.
One hypothesis for explaining the intergenerational transmission of parenting proposes that children develop childhood characteristics that foster intergenerational continuity in harsh childrearing practices. For example, Caspi and Elder (1988) reported that G1 hostile parenting predicted G2 aggressive behavior during childhood. In turn, higher levels of aggressive behavior during childhood were linked to higher levels of G2 hostile parenting 30 years later during interactions with their own children. In a study examining the intergenerational transmission of risk, Brook, Whiteman, and Zheng (2002) discovered that G1 adverse maternal behaviors when G2 was an adolescent predicted psychological problems when G2 was a young adult. These problems, in turn, were associated with a less warm relationship between G2 and their own G3 children. Simply put, there is suggestive evidence from prospective, longitudinal research that an important mechanism linking harsh parenting across two generations involves increased risk for emotional and behavioral problems by children raised in a hostile family environment. These markers of maladjustment appear to carry forward to disrupt parenting behavior in the second generation.
Child Effects
Although these studies provide support for the hypothesis that G1 harsh parenting predicts G2 aggressive or externalizing behavior, which in turn predicts G2's later functioning in their own parent-child relationships, it may also be the case that childhood behavior influences the type of parenting received. In other words, the problem behaviors of a child may elicit parental harsh punishment. For example, Kerr and Stattin (2003) demonstrated that parents' behaviors were reactions to problem behaviors exhibited by their child. Similarly, both Fite, Colder, Lochman, and Wells (2006) and Huh, Tristan, Wade, and Stice (2006) observed that children who scored high in externalizing seemed to intensify poor parental monitoring, support, and discipline. Finally, another study found that adolescent externalizing behaviors predicted low levels of parental responsiveness 1 year later, but parenting did not predict problem behavior (Reitz, Dekovic, Meijer, & Engels, 2006) .
Taken together, these studies of child effects suggest the possibility that G2 externalizing behavior may be largely driven by the behavioral traits, personality, or temperament of the child, which elicits G1 harsh parenting. It may also be the case that these G2 characteristics not only influence G1 parenting but are stable and ultimately shape the way they parent their own children. A number of studies have demonstrated the stability of externalizing behavior over time (e.g., Farrington, 1991; Huesmann & Eron, 1992) and the fact that earlier conduct problems can disrupt functioning in adult roles (Laub & Sampson, 1995) . If these observations are correct, then G2 children with conduct problems may elicit G1 harsh parenting and may also eventually become harsh parents themselves. Indeed, it may be the case that there is no intergenerational continuity in harsh parenting; rather, the association between G1 and G2 parenting may be spurious and completely dependent on the relatively stable conduct problems of the G2 child, grown to adulthood. We test this possibility in the following analyses and also examine evidence for G3 child effects on G2 harsh parenting. That is, we evaluate evidence for G3 effects on G2, similar to those that may exist for G2 on G1.
Intergenerational Continuities in Positive or Supportive Parenting

Intergenerational Transmission and Mediating Pathways
Very few studies have examined the intergenerational transmission of positive or supportive parenting. Two prospective, longitudinal studies across generations, however, have provided important findings related to this issue. Belsky et al. (2005) reported that mothers who experienced more supportive parenting throughout their own childhoods were more supportive during interactions with their children. Chen and Kaplan (2001) found evidence for intergenerational continuity in constructive parenting. Their study showed that adolescents who had a positive and supportive relationship with their parents were more likely to be constructive and supportive in parenting their own children.
In the same way that harsh parenting may be transmitted by increasing risk for G2 maladjustment, positive parenting may be transmitted by increasing the probability that G2 will be a generally competent child or adolescent. For example, Brody, Flor, and Gibson (1999) observed that competence-promoting parenting in G1 was indirectly linked with G2's academic and psychosocial competence. Similarly, Davis-Kean (2005) demonstrated an indirect relationship between G1 warm parenting and G2 academic achievement. Warm and supportive parenting also has been associated with higher educational aspirations (Lamborn, Mounts, Steinberg, & Dornbusch, 1991) , better adolescent school performance, and stronger school engagement (Steinberg, Lamborn, Dornbusch, & Darling, 1992) .
These findings suggest that children raised by supportive parents are more likely to demonstrate greater psychosocial and academic competence. We reason that academic achievement and attainment may be key elements in the process of intergenerational continuity. For example, earlier research demonstrates that better educated parents are more involved, supportive, and engaged in their children's lives, and children of such parents have greater success in school (e.g., Conger & Donnellan, 2007) . In turn, academic achievement during childhood and adolescence is highly predictive of eventual academic attainment. Thus, G1 supportive parenting may lead to educational achievements that promote more years of formal education by G2. And the evidence shows that more highly educated G2 parents should be more warm, supportive, and positive in interactions with their children. Although not all of the reasons for the association between education and parenting have been identified, we expect that better educated compared to less well-educated parents are likely to bring greater knowledge, feelings of efficacy, and commitment to the parenting role.
The study by Chen and Kaplan (2001) provides initial support for the hypothesis that positive, supportive, or constructive parent-ing will continue across generations in large part through its impact on the development of a generally competent child. They reported that G1 constructive parenting predicted two types of G2 competence as an adult: success in interpersonal relations and success in instrumental activities like educational attainment and civic participation. In turn, both of these dimensions of competent functioning predicted G2 constructive parenting and partially mediated the association between G1 and G2 parenting behaviors. It is interesting that a third marker of adult development, psychological disturbance (symptoms of depression, anxiety, and selfrejection), did not mediate the connection between G1 and G2 parenting, consistent with our view that positive parenting continues across generations primarily because of the competence it promotes in children grown to adulthood. Because of its wellestablished connection to the quality of parenting, in the present study we focus on educational attainment as our indicator of G2 successful development.
Child Effects
Just as children's conduct problems may lead G1 to harsh parenting, socially competent child behavior may have positive effects on G1 parents. Parents likely feel proud of their children's successes and more competent themselves as parents; such positive feelings likely spill over into their interactions with their children (Conger & Donnellan, 2007) . Ambert (1992) , for example, notes that the more a child deviates positively through school performance and achievement from the socially accepted average, the greater the positive influence the child has on parents. As with G2 externalizing problems, these positive G2 child characteristics are expected not only to influence G1 parenting but also to affect the way in which G2 parents raise their own children. That is, academic achievement and other forms of competence may persist and influence many aspects of life during childhood and the adult years.
In the same way that externalizing behavior is stable over time, there is evidence for stability in competent behavior in general and academic achievement in particular. In a longitudinal study examining the structure of competence from childhood to late adolescence, Masten et al. (1995) found evidence for continuity in academic achievement. They concluded that both job and academic competence during late adolescence and early adulthood are traceable to competence displayed in middle childhood. Obradovic, van Dulmen, Yates, Carlson, and Egeland (2006) assessed competence across four developmental time periods: early childhood, middle childhood, early adolescence, and late adolescence. They discovered high interindividual stability across all four time points for both social and cognitive competence. They concluded that "prior adaptations contributed to the quality of subsequent adaptations (i.e., stability) such that developmental pathways become increasingly robust over time as previous adaptations were systematically incorporated into subsequent patterns" (p. 874).
Just as with conduct problems and harsh parenting, then, it may be that dispositionally competent children elicit supportive behaviors from their parents and also go on to become supportive parents in their own right. Again, intergenerational continuity in parenting may represent a spurious relationship entirely dependent on the G2 child's characteristics that are relatively stable from childhood to adulthood. We test this possibility in the following analyses and also consider whether evidence exists for the beginning of a similar developmental process involving the G3 child and G2 parent.
The Present Investigation
The present article examines intergenerational continuity in parenting, using data from a two-decade study of a cohort of adolescents grown to adulthood. It is designed to meet two overall objectives. First, we examine the degree to which G1 parenting of G2 during G2's adolescence predicts G2's parenting of G3 during G3's early childhood. As noted earlier, intergenerational continuity in both harsh and positive parenting will be examined. The hypothesis is that continuity will be specific to each type of parenting. That is, when both types of childrearing styles are considered together in a set of prediction equations, G1 positive parenting is expected to predict G2 positive parenting but not G2 harsh parenting and vice versa. In other words, we propose that intergenerational continuity in parenting style involves a social learning process and that the learning that occurs will be relatively specific to the type of parenting experienced as a child or adolescent. When both G1 positive and harsh parenting are considered together, the harsh parenting will predict G2 harshness and positive parenting will predict G2 positive parenting.
The first objective also considers developmental processes proposed to explain the connection between childrearing practices in the first and second generations. Following from our review of the literature, we propose that harsh parenting by G1 will increase risk for externalizing behaviors by G2, and these externalizing problems will extend to harsh parenting of G3. In a countervailing process, G1 positive parenting is expected to lead to a more competent G2 child, and this generalized competence will extend to positive parenting of G3. The specific form of G2 competence we examine here is academic attainment, which has been related to more effective parenting in many different studies (Conger & Donnellan, 2007) . This set of intergenerational hypotheses is summarized in Figure 1 .
The second major objective of this article is to evaluate whether evidence of intergenerational continuity is actually spurious and simply the result of stability in individual differences in the G2 generation. On the basis of our literature review, as illustrated in Figure 2 , it may be the case that adolescents high on externalizing problems exacerbate harsh G1 parenting, tend to demonstrate similar problems during adulthood, and are harsh to their own children. Once this behavioral stability is taken into account, there may be no association between G1 and G2 harsh parenting ( Figure  2) . We evaluate the possibility of a similar process for positive parenting (Figure 2 ). Building on the study by Belsky et al. (2005) , and because it is possible that G3 behavior elicits specific forms of parenting from G2 just as we propose that G2 may affect G1 parenting, G3 behavior is included in model tests as a predictor of G2 parenting. We note, however, that using G3 behavior only as a predictor rather than as a consequence of G2 parenting provides a particularly stringent test of both the individual differences and intergenerational continuity hypotheses. Current child behavior should have a significant impact on parenting, but the reverse is true as well. The present strategy is to determine whether hypothesized social or individual continuities relate as expected to G2 parenting even after this very conservative approach to the treatment of G3 behavior.
Also important, the current study employs a research design that overcomes some of the methodological limitations found in many earlier studies of continuity in parenting across generations. First, it uses a prospective, longitudinal research design, thus eliminating retrospective biases inherent in measures based on adult recall of childhood and adolescent experiences in the family of origin. The current investigation also used multiple informants, including ratings of parenting behavior by trained observers. This approach reduces method variance biases produced by reliance on a single informant. As part of this measurement strategy, G1 parenting to G2 as an adolescent was rated by different observers than those who rated G2 parenting behavior to their young children. This approach reduces biases based on ratings by a single informant-a bias that could inflate estimates of intergenerational continuity. In addition to observational data, self-report measures of G2 behavior as an adolescent and early adult were used.
Finally, to ascertain whether any of the relationships within the model were due to outside social or background characteristics, we used G1 and G2 per capita income, G2 relationship status, G2 and G3 age, and G2 and G3 gender as control variables in the analyses. Past evidence suggests that these characteristics may be related to both parenting behaviors and to the predictors of parenting examined in this study. For example, family income or socioeconomic status is related to positive parenting, harsh parenting, adolescent externalizing problems, and children's educational attainment (Conger & Donnellan, 2007; Conger & Simons, 1997) . In terms of G2 relationship status, single parents are at greater risk for ineffective parenting than those who are married, and their children are more likely to experience behavioral problems (e.g., Simons, Beaman, Conger, & Chao, 1993) .
In addition to income and relationship status, G2 and G3 age as well as G2 and G3 gender are also related to parenting practices and child developmental outcomes. Children born to mothers who begin childbearing at a young age experience a variety of negative outcomes. For example, Pogarsky, Thornberry, and Lizotte (2006) demonstrated that boys born to mothers who began their childbearing before the age of 19 years had increased risk for externalizing problems, drug use, and early parenthood. Girls born to young mothers had increased risk for early parenthood. In terms of G3 age, Bank, Forgatch, Patterson, and Fetrow (1993) found that mothers with older compared to younger boys were more likely to demonstrate less effective parenting. These older sons also were at increased risk for antisocial behavior. Finally, in a study examining the mediating role of parenting style in the intergenerational continuity of antisocial behavior, Thornberry, Freeman-Gallant, Lizotte, Krohn, and Smith (2003) reported that adolescent delinquency played a larger role for G2 fathers, whereas parenting played a larger role in linking generations for G2 mothers. Moreover, daughters were more likely than sons to model the risky behavior of their mothers, which implies they are more involved with and influenced by the family (Thornberry, Krohn, & Freeman-Gallant, 2006) . We also evaluated whether G2 gender would moderate the relationship between G1 and G2 parenting. Two recent studies demonstrate the importance of testing for gender moderation in research on intergenerational continuity in parenting. First, Thornberry et al. (2003) observed that the relationship between G1's parenting of G2 and G2's parenting of G3 was statistically significant for the young women in their study but not for the young men, suggesting that intergenerational continuity may occur only for daughters. Belsky et al. (2005) reported a similar finding, again suggesting that daughters may emulate the parenting behaviors they experience as children and adolescents but sons may not. The first step in the present analyses was to determine whether this type of gender moderation occurred for the families in this study.
Method
Participants
Data come from the Family Transitions Project (FTP), a longitudinal study of 559 target youth and their families. The FTP represents an extension in time of two earlier studies: The Iowa Youth and Families Project (IYFP) and the Iowa Single Parent Project (ISPP). In the IYFP, data from the family of origin (N ϭ 451) were collected annually from 1989 through 1992. Participants included the target adolescents (G2), their parents (G1), and a sibling within 4 years of age of the target adolescent (217 girls, 234 boys). These two-parent families (451 mothers, 451 fathers) were originally recruited for a study of family economic stress in the rural Midwest. When interviewed in 1989, the target adolescents were in seventh grade (M age ϭ 12.7 years; 236 girls, 215 boys). Participants were recruited from both public and private schools in eight rural Iowa counties. All schools in communities with fewer than 6,500 residents provided names and addresses of seventh grade students and their parents. Eligible families were sent a letter explaining the project and then were contacted via telephone and asked to participate. Families without telephones were contacted in person.
Due to the rural nature of the sample, there were few minority families (approximately 1% of the population); therefore, all of the participants were Caucasian. Seventy-eight percent of the eligible families agreed to participate. The families were primarily lower middle-or middle-class. Thirty-four percent of the families resided on farms, 12% lived in nonfarm rural areas, and 54% lived in towns with fewer than 6,500 residents. In 1989, parents averaged 13 years of schooling and had a median family income of $33,700. Families ranged in size from 4 to 13 members, with an average size of 4.94 members. Fathers' average age was 40 years, while mothers' average age was 38.
The ISPP began in 1991, when the target adolescent for the present study was in 9th grade (M age ϭ 14.8 years), the same year of school in 1991 for the IYFP cohort of target youth. Participants included the target adolescents (G2), their single-parent mothers (G1), and a sibling within 4 years of age of the target adolescent (N ϭ 108). Telephone screeners identified families headed by a mother who had experienced divorce within 2 years prior to the start of the study. All but three eligible families agreed to participate. The participants were Caucasian, primarily lower middle-or middle-class, one-parent families that lived in the same general geographic area as the IYFP families. Measures and procedures for the IYFP and ISPP studies were identical, with the exception that ISPP fathers did not participate in the in-home interviews. These families participated in three waves of data collection (1991, 1992, and 1993) .
In 1994, the families from the ISPP were combined with the families from the IYFP to create the FTP. At that time the focal adolescents from both studies were in the 12th grade. In 1994, target youth participated in the study with their parents as they had during earlier years of adolescence. Beginning in 1995, each G2 target adolescent (1 year after completion of high school) participated in the study with a romantic partner or friend. In 1997, the study was expanded to include the first-born child of the target adolescent, now a young adult. The G3 child was at least 18 months of age. By 2003, G3 children in the FTP ranged in age from 18 months to 11 years old. Thus, the FTP has followed the G2 target youth from as early as 1989 through 2003 (M target age ϭ 27.3 years), with a 90% retention rate.
The present report includes 187 target young adults (G2) who had an eligible child participating in the study by 2003. The data were analyzed from the first assessments of each child. Children averaged 2.3 years of age at first assessment, with 102 boys and 55 girls. There were 151 two-year-olds, 27 three-year-olds, 7 fouryear-olds, and 2 five-year-old children. Age at first assessment varied somewhat because not all participants were available to be interviewed when the child first became eligible to participate at 18 months of age, and some children were already older than 18 months when G3 first were included in the study in 1997. The G2 parents averaged 24.3 years of age (71 men and 116 women) at the first assessment of their child. Of the 187 G2 parents, 79% were married to (N ϭ 123) or cohabiting with (N ϭ 26) a romantic partner at the time of the visit. All but three of these cohabiting partners were the other biological parent of the G3 child.
Only those G2 targets with an eligible child were included in the present report. Therefore, analyses were conducted to ascertain whether targets with children were different than targets without children in terms of their externalizing behavior and academic achievement during adolescence. No mean differences were found for externalizing behavior. However, targets without children had a significantly higher mean level of academic achievement than targets with children. This finding is consistent with literature showing that adolescents who do not do well in school are more likely to start families earlier in life (Jaffee, 2002; Xie, Cairns, & Cairns, 2001 ).
Procedures
During 1991 and 1992, when the G2 target youth were in the 9th and 10th grades, and again in 1994, when the targets were in 12th grade, all of the families of origin were visited twice in their homes each year by a trained interviewer. Each visit lasted approximately 2 hr, with the second visit occurring within 2 weeks of the first visit. During the first visit, each family member (mother, father in the two-parent families, target adolescent, and sibling closest in age to the target) completed questionnaires pertaining to subjects such as parenting, individual characteristics, and the quality of family interactions. During the second visit, family members participated in four structured interaction tasks that were videotaped. The first task, a family interaction task (25 min) involving all four study participants, was used for the present analyses. This task was chosen because it was designed to elicit a wide range of specific behaviors and emotions, including negative and positive family interaction patterns and various parenting behaviors. Two of the other tasks (sibling, marital) did not involve parenting behaviors, and the third task (problem solving) focused only on family conflict and not the wide array of parenting behaviors of interest in this report. Trained observers coded the quality of these interactions using the Iowa Family Interaction Rating Scales (Melby et al., 1998) . These scales have been shown to demonstrate adequate reliability and validity (Melby & Conger, 2001) .
From 1997 through 2003 the target youth (G2), now young adults, and their first-born children participated in data collection. Each target parent and his or her child were visited once each year in their home by trained interviewers. During that visit, these young adults completed a series of questionnaires, some of which addressed parenting behaviors and individual characteristics. In addition to questionnaires, the G2 participants and their G3 children participated in two separate videotaped interaction tasks. Observational codes derived from the puzzle completion task were used for this study. G2 parents and their G3 children were presented with a puzzle that was too difficult for children to complete alone. G2 parents were instructed that children must complete the puzzle alone, but parents could provide any assistance necessary. The task lasted 5 min. Puzzles varied by age group so that the puzzle slightly exceeded the child's skill level.
This interaction task created a stressful environment for both parent and child, and the resulting behaviors indicated how well the parent handled the stress and how adaptive the child was to an environmental challenge. We expected that skillful, nurturing, and involved parents would remain warm and supportive toward the child, whereas less skillful parents were expected to become more irritable and short-tempered as the child struggled with the puzzle.
Trained observers rated the quality of interactions during this task using the Iowa Family Interaction Rating Scales (Melby et al., 1998) . The observers used to code the puzzle task during the early adult years were different than the observers who coded the parent-child interactions during adolescence. Therefore, different informants generated the behavioral scores for G1 and G2 parenting. Additional details regarding each interaction task are provided in the following discussion of study measures.
Measures
G1 harsh parenting. Observer ratings were used to assess G1 parents' hostility, antisocial behavior, and angry coerciveness toward the target youth (G2) during the adolescent family interaction task. Each rating was scored on a 9-point scale, ranging from low (no evidence of the behavior) to high (the behavior is highly characteristic of the parent). Each scale was used as a separate indicator for the latent construct. The Hostility scale measures hostile, angry, critical, disapproving, and/or rejecting behavior. Antisocial is the demonstration of socially irresponsible behavior, including resistance, defiance, and insensitivity. Angry coercion is the attempt to control or change the behavior of another in a hostile manner. It includes demands, hostile commands, refusals, and threats.
During the family interaction task, parents and their children discussed questions from a series of cards labeled specifically for either the parent or the teenager. Parents and children took turns reading questions related to subjects such as school activities, family rules, and parental discipline. The person reading the card was instructed to read each question out loud and give his or her answers first. The rest of the family members were instructed to give their individual answers next and then everyone talked together about the answers that were given. They were to go on to the next card once they felt as though they had said everything they wanted to about each question. This task was intended to elicit both negative and positive interactions between family members.
In order to compare the two-parent families with the singlemother families, only the G1 mothers' behaviors were used in the present analyses. Scores were averaged across data collected in 1991, 1992, and 1994. The observational ratings were internally consistent (␣ ϭ .92) and interrater reliability was acceptable (.94). The means, standard deviations, and minimum and maximum scores for these construct indicators, as well as all of the other study variables, are provided in the Appendix.
G2 harsh parenting. Direct observations assessed G2 harsh parenting behaviors to their child during the videotaped puzzle task. This task was designed to evaluate how parents interact with their child when the child is engaged in an effort likely to generate a great deal of difficulty and frustration for the child. Parents were asked to let the child independently solve the puzzle, but they could offer any help that they felt was necessary. Trained observers rated the same behaviors as for G1 harsh parenting. Hostility, antisocial, and angry coercion were rated by observers on a 9-point scale. Scores were analyzed in terms of the child's age at first assessment, which occurred in 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, or 2003 . That is, the measure is based on the interaction that occurred during the year that the child first entered the study. The scores for the G2 harsh parenting construct were internally consistent (␣ ϭ .94) and interrater reliability was substantial (.94).
G2 adolescent externalizing behavior. G2 adolescent externalizing behavior was assessed through self-report in 1991 at an average age of 15 years. We used the 1991 score so that we could predict to later G1 parenting. Targets were asked whether or not they had engaged in a variety of delinquent activities during the past 12 months (adapted from Elliott, Huizinga, & Ageton, 1985; Elliott, Huizinga, & Menard, 1989) . These activities were categorized into three broad areas, each of which was used as a separate indicator for the externalizing behavior construct. The first indicator involved reports of crimes against people and property (i.e., beating someone up, cutting class or sneaking into a movie without paying, selling illegal drugs, or taking something of value). The second indicator included careless driving (i.e., getting a ticket for speeding or for drinking and driving). The above responses were on a 5-point scale, ranging from 0 (never) to 4 (6 or more times during the past year). For the third indicator, adolescents were asked how often during the past 12 months they had engaged in substance use (i.e., drinking beer, smoking, or using marijuana). These responses were on a 6-point scale, ranging from 0 (never) to 5 (3-6 times per week). The scores were moderately internally consistent (␣ ϭ .63).
G2 adult externalizing behavior. G2 adults completed an index of delinquent behaviors assessed through self-report in 1997 at an average age of 21 years. Targets were asked to provide the number of times during the past 12 months they had engaged in a variety of delinquent activities (adapted from Elliott, Huizinga, & Ageton, 1985; Elliott, Huizinga, & Menard, 1989) . The delinquent activities were categorized into three broad areas consistent with the adolescent measure, each of which was used as a separate indicator for the adult externalizing behavior construct. The first indicator involved reports of crimes against people and property (i.e., attacking others, telling lies, selling stolen goods, or stealing). The second indicator included careless driving (i.e., driving recklessly or drinking and driving). For the third indicator, targets were asked how often during the past 12 months they had engaged in substance use (i.e., use of marijuana, other illegal drugs, or prescription drugs to get high). The responses for drug use were on a 5-point scale, ranging from 0 (never) to 4 (3-6 times per week). Some of the items from the adolescent externalizing measure are slightly different than those for the adult measure. This reflects a difference in the targets' developmental age. In other words, delinquent activities performed in adolescence are often quite different than delinquent behavior in adulthood. For example, drinking and smoking are legal for adults but not for adolescents, but drug use is illegal at both time periods. Therefore, we used only illegal drug use as the substance indicator in adulthood. The scores were moderately internally consistent (␣ ϭ .67).
G3 harsh behavior. G3 harsh behavior was assessed through direct observation of the child's behavior toward the target young adult (G2) during the same puzzle task. Observer ratings were used to assess the hostile, antisocial, and angry coercive behavior of G3 children toward the target adult (G2). Each rating was scored on a 9-point scale, ranging from low (no evidence of the behavior) to high (the behavior is highly characteristic of the child). Scores were analyzed in terms of the child's age at first entry into the study in 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, or 2003 . Each scale was used as a separate indicator for the latent construct. The observational ratings were internally consistent (␣ ϭ .89), and interrater reliability was acceptable (.90).
G1 positive parenting. Observer ratings were used to assess G1 parents' communication, listener responsiveness, and assertive behavior toward the target youth (G2) during the same family interaction task used to assess harsh parenting. Each rating was scored on a 9-point scale, ranging from low (no evidence of the behavior) to high (the behavior is highly characteristic of the parent). Each scale was used as a separate indicator for the latent construct. Communication entails the use of reason, explanation, and solicitation of the child's point of view in a neutral or positive manner. Listener responsiveness involves attending to and validating the verbalizations of the child through the use of nonverbal and verbal assents. Assertiveness measures the manner and style of presentation in terms of expressing oneself confidently and positively, while exhibiting patience with the responses of the child. Scores were averaged across data collected in 1991, 1992, and 1994 . The observational ratings were internally consistent (␣ ϭ .88) and demonstrated acceptable interrater reliability (.87).
G2 positive parenting. Direct observations assessed G2 positive parenting behaviors to their child during the same videotaped puzzle task. Trained observers rated the same behaviors as with G1 positive parenting. Communication, listener responsiveness, and assertiveness were rated by observers on a 9-point scale. Scores were analyzed in terms of the child's age at first assessment, which occurred in 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, or 2003 . The three construct indicators were internally consistent (␣ ϭ .80), and interrater reliability was acceptable (.83).
G2 adolescent academic achievement. G2 adolescent academic achievement was assessed through target report in 1991. Targets were asked to indicate their most current grade point average. Possible answers ranged from 0 to 11, where 0 equals the letter grade F and 11 equals an A.
G2 adult academic attainment. G2 adult academic attainment was assessed through target report in 1997. Targets were asked to indicate the highest grade of schooling completed. Possible answers ranged from kindergarten (0) to education beyond a master's degree (20) . In 1997 most G2s were 3 years beyond high school. On average, they had completed about 1.5 years of college, reflecting the fact that many had already dropped out of school, and others were continuing their education. For the G2 participants with children, only 23 (12%) were still enrolled in a college or university of some type. Thus, the academic attainment variable fairly accurately captures the variation in educational attainment for this group.
G3 positive behavior. Observer ratings assessed G3 positive behavior toward their G2 parent during the videotaped puzzle task. Trained observers rated the same behaviors as for both G1 and G2 positive parenting. Communication, listener responsiveness, and assertiveness were rated by observers on a 9-point scale. Scores were analyzed in terms of the child's age at first assessment, which occurred in 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, or 2003 . The three construct indicators were moderately internally consistent (␣ ϭ .67), and interrater reliability was acceptable (.79).
Control variables. The control variables included per capita income for both the G1 and G2 parent, relationship status of G2 (1 ϭ married or cohabiting at the time of the child's first assessment, 0 ϭ not married or cohabiting), and age and gender for both G2 and G3 (0 ϭ male, 1 ϭ female).
Results
Structural equation models (SEMs) were used to test study hypotheses. SEMs and zero-order correlations between latent constructs were estimated using the AMOS software package and full information maximum likelihood (FIML) estimation (Arbuckle, 1997) . Due to some overlap in some of the observer rating scale definitions, the residuals for these construct indicators were allowed to correlate. We used FIML because it is one of the most widely recommended approaches for dealing with missing data in longitudinal research (Allison, 2003; Arbuckle, 2003) . Studies indicate that it provides better estimation of model parameters than ad hoc procedures, such as listwise or pairwise deletion.
Testing for Continuity in Harsh and Positive Parenting
Because we proposed that G1 harsh parenting would specifically predict G2 harsh parenting but not positive parenting and vice versa, an important first step in the analyses was to evaluate this hypothesis by using G1 harsh and positive parenting as separate predictors within the same model. The first SEM simultaneously tested the assumption that observed G1 harsh parenting would be significantly related to observed G2 harsh parenting and that observed G1 positive parenting would be significantly related to observed G2 positive parenting. Before estimating this SEM, ordinary least squares regression equations were computed to test for possible interaction effects between G1 parenting and G2 gender in predicting G2 parenting. This analysis stems from the findings discussed earlier indicating that continuity in parenting occurs for daughters but not sons (Belsky et al., 2005; Thornberry et al., 2003) . In addition, because this report combines two different types of family structures (i.e., two-parent and single-parent families), we also tested whether family type moderates intergenerational continuity in parenting. Interactions between G1 parenting and G2 gender and between G1 parenting and family type failed to significantly increase explained variance in either harsh or positive G2 parenting beyond the estimate for the main effects. For that reason, all of the following SEMs were estimated for the combined sample of G2s. Figure 3 summarizes the results of the initial analysis of parenting continuity. Consistent with expectations, the path coefficient from G1 to G2 harsh parenting indicated that G1 harsh parenting toward G2 during G2's adolescence was significantly and positively related to G2's observed harsh parenting during interactions with the G3 children (b ϭ 0.17, t ϭ 2.34). In addition, G1 positive parenting was significantly and positively related to G2 positive parenting toward the G3 child several years later (b ϭ 0.20, t ϭ 2.34). It is important that even though the correlations between G1 harsh parenting and G1 positive parenting and G2 harsh parenting and G2 positive parenting were quite high, the model still showed specific, independent effects for harsh and positive parenting across generations. The model provided a good fit with the data. The root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) was less than .05 (Browne & Cudeck, 1993) , the comparative fit index (CFI) was .99, and the value of the chi-square was less than twice the degrees of freedom.
Next, cross lags were added to the model to test whether G1 positive parenting predicts G2 harsh parenting and whether G1 harsh parenting predicts G2 positive parenting. The cross lag paths were first added one at a time, and then both paths were added at the same time. Neither approach improved the overall fit of the model. Specifically, ⌬ 2 (1) ϭ 2.59 for adding the path from G1 harsh to G2 positive parenting, and ⌬ 2 (1) ϭ .472 when the path from G1 positive parenting to G2 harsh parenting was added to the model. Finally, when both paths were added at the same time, ⌬ 2 (2) ϭ 3.72. Therefore, we rejected the cross lag model and accepted the more parsimonious one, which suggests that G2 parents in part learn how to be positive by being raised with a positive G1 parent. Likewise, G2 harsh parents in part learn their Figure 3 . Generation 1 (G1) harsh parenting to Generation 2 (G2) harsh parenting; G1 positive parenting to G2 positive parenting. The numbers on the arrows are the factor loadings for the individual scales. parenting practices from growing up with G1 harsh parents. On the basis of these results, we proceeded with the analyses by examining harsh and positive parenting in separate models.
Intergenerational Continuity in Harsh Parenting
Correlational analyses. Table 1 provides the correlation coefficients between the latent constructs evaluating harsh parenting. The control variables are also included in the correlational analyses. As already demonstrated, G1 harsh parenting was statistically and significantly related to G2 harsh parenting (r ϭ .21, p Ͻ .05; see Table 1 ) during early adulthood. Consistent with the continuity and mediating variables hypotheses, G1 harsh parenting was also related to G2 adult externalizing behavior, which was statistically and significantly related to levels of observed G2 harsh parenting to G3. Consistent with the individual differences and stability hypotheses, G2 adolescent externalizing behavior was significantly correlated with G1 harsh parenting and G2 adult externalizing behavior. G2 externalizing problems during both adolescence and adulthood predicted G2 harsh parenting. And G3 hostile behavior to G2 parents was significantly correlated with G2 harsh parenting to G3 children. Finally, we show the importance of testing the control variables, as many were related to either the predictor or outcome variables. For example, G2 age was negatively and significantly related to G1 harsh parenting to G2, while G2 per capita income was negatively and significantly related to G2 harsh parenting to G3.
SEMs. These correlations demonstrate many of the expected findings but do not allow us to determine whether stability in individual differences would eliminate any evidence of intergenerational continuity in harsh parenting. To answer that question, we turn to the SEMs. The SEMs were estimated in two ways. First, models were estimated with the control variables in the analyses: G1 and G2 per capita income, G2 relationship status, G2 and G3 age, and G2 and G3 gender. Next, all models were reestimated to exclude these demographic characteristics. Both sets of models generated the same pattern of results, and there were no changes above what would be expected by chance. Therefore, we review the detailed results without the inclusion of the control variables.
The analyses reported in Figure 4 simultaneously consider hypotheses related to intergenerational continuity and stability in individual differences. Consistent with the individual differences perspective, G2 externalizing problems during adolescence predicted G1 harsh parenting (b ϭ 0.22, t ϭ 2.51) and G2 adult externalizing behavior, which predicted G2 harsh parenting behavior to G3. Even after taking earlier G2 behavior problems into account, however, G1 harsh parenting predicted adult externalizing behavior. The results also showed that G2 adult externalizing behavior predicted G2 parenting net of the influence of G3 behavior. The RMSEA and CFI indicate a good fit of the model with the data.
To test whether there were any additional direct effects, the paths from G2 adolescent externalizing behavior to G2 harsh parenting and from G1 harsh parenting to G2 harsh parenting were added to the model one at a time. The paths from G1 parenting and G2 adult behavior to G3 were not added to the model, because G3 behavior was treated as an exogenous variable. The results indicated that adding these paths did not improve the overall fit of the model (see Table 3 for change in chi-square tests). Therefore, after testing for these direct effects, we retained the more parsimonious model. These results are consistent with the mediational hypothesis that G1 harsh parenting will affect G2 harsh parenting indirectly through G2 externalizing behaviors. That is, the significant association between G1 and G2 harsh parenting observed in Figure 3 is no longer present with G2 adult externalizing behaviors in the prediction equation. The findings also suggest that G2 adolescent behavior has only an indirect effect on later G2 parenting.
Intergenerational Continuity in Positive Parenting
Correlational analyses. Table 2 provides the correlation coefficients between the latent constructs evaluating positive parenting. Control variables are also included in the correlational analyses. Consistent with study expectations, G1 positive parenting was significantly related to G2 positive parenting (r ϭ .17, p Ͻ .05; see Table 2 ) to their G3 child several years later. Consistent with the continuity and mediating variables hypotheses, G1 positive parenting was related to G2 adult academic attainment, which was statistically and significantly related to observed G2 positive parenting to G3. Consistent with the individual differences and stability hypotheses, G2 adolescent academic achievement was significantly correlated with G1 positive parenting and G2 adult academic attainment. Both G2 academic achievement and adult academic attainment predicted G2 positive parenting. Observed G3 positive behavior to G2 parents was significantly correlated with G2 positive parenting to their G3 child. Finally, many of the control variables were associated with either the predictor or outcome variables. For example, G2 age was significantly related to both G2 adult academic attainment and G2 positive parenting to G3. SEMs. Because these initial correlations were consistent with study expectations, the next step was to estimate the SEMs. Following the same procedure used with harsh parenting, demographic characteristics first were statistically controlled. The findings were the same with or without the control variables; therefore, the results are reported without the control variables in the equations.
As with harsh parenting, the analyses reported in Figure 5 simultaneously consider hypotheses related to intergenerational continuity as well as stability in individual differences. Consistent with the individual differences perspective, G2 adolescent academic achievement predicted G1 positive parenting and G2 academic attainment during adulthood, which predicted G2 positive parenting to G3. However, G1 positive parenting predicted adult academic attainment, even after taking earlier G2 academic achievement into account. Finally, the results also showed that G2 academic attainment predicted G2 positive parenting, even with G3 behavior included in the model. The CFI and RMSEA indicated a reasonable fit between the model and the data; however, the fit was not as robust as for the harsh parenting analyses.
In the next step, the paths from G2 adolescent academic achievement to G2 positive parenting and G1 positive parenting to G2 positive parenting were added to the model one at a time. Again, because G3 behavior was treated as an exogenous variable, paths from G1 parenting and G2 adult behavior to G3 positive behavior were not added to the model. The results indicated that adding the path from G1 to G2 positive parenting did not improve the overall fit of the model (see Table 3 for change in chi-square tests), consistent with the prediction that G2 academic attainment would mediate the influence of G1 positive parenting on G2 positive parenting. However, the path from G2 adolescent academic achievement to G2 positive parenting did improve model fit. Therefore, we included this path in the positive parenting model.
Finally, the SEMs were reestimated to ascertain whether the mediating variables had only the predicted, specific effects on the relationship between G1 and G2 parenting. Specifically, academic attainment replaced adult externalizing behaviors in the harsh parenting model, and adult externalizing behavior replaced academic attainment in the positive parenting model. Consistent with study expectations, G2 adult academic attainment did not mediate the relationship between G1 and G2 harsh parenting. Similarly, G2 adult externalizing behavior did not mediate the relationship between G1 and G2 positive parenting.
Discussion
Although an increasing number of prospective, longitudinal studies have found evidence for intergenerational continuities in the quality of parenting behavior, fewer studies have identified mechanisms that help account for continuities between G1 and G2 parenting. Moreover, we have found no studies that have considered the possibility that intergenerational continuities in parenting may actually be explained by stability in G2 behavior across time (i.e., by child effects). Using a prospective, longitudinal research design, the present study had two overall hypotheses.
First, we proposed that we would find continuity between G1 parenting to G2 during G2's adolescence and G2 parenting to G3 during G3's early childhood (see Figure 1 ). An important corollary to this hypothesis was that the learning of parenting behavior across generations would be relatively specific, such that G1 harsh parenting would predict G2 harshness and G1 positive parenting would predict G2 positive parenting. The first hypothesis also considered developmental processes expected to explain intergenerational continuity in parenting. We proposed that G1 harsh parenting would increase risk for G2 externalizing behaviors, which in turn would increase risk for G2 harsh parenting to G3. Alternatively, G1 positive parenting was expected to lead to a more competent G2 adolescent, and this generalized competence in the form of educational attainment would lead to G2 positive parenting to the G3 child.
The second major hypothesis was that evidence of intergenerational continuity might actually be spurious and simply the result of stability in G2 individual differences (see Figure 2) . For example, G2 adolescents high on externalizing problems were expected to exacerbate G1 harsh parenting and demonstrate similar exter- nalizing problems during adulthood. The model proposed that adult externalizing behaviors would lead to harsh G2 parenting practices toward their G3 children. Once this behavioral stability is taken into account, we hypothesized that there might be no support for the mediating model of G1 and G2 harsh parenting. We evaluated the possibility of a similar process for positive parenting.
The following sections review the findings related to continuities in both harsh and positive parenting and their theoretical and substantive implications.
Continuities in Specific Parenting Behaviors
As expected, with both harsh and positive G1 parenting in the prediction equations, G1 harsh parenting predicted G2 harsh parenting, and G1 positive parenting predicted G2 positive parenting. Also as expected, G1 harsh parenting did not predict G2 positive parenting, and G1 positive parenting did not predict G2 harsh parenting. These findings suggest that parents may learn specific as well as related childrearing behaviors from their parents and emulate these practices in interactions with their own children.
Another important finding from these analyses was that there was no significant interaction between G2 gender and G1 parenting in predicting G2 parenting. Our results were inconsistent with earlier findings showing that intergenerational continuity in parenting behavior occurs only for daughters and not for sons (Belsky et al., 2005; Thornberry et al., 2003) . There may be several reasons for this departure from earlier studies; however, we believe it primarily results from differences in measurement. Belsky et al. (2005) used a variety of family report measures to evaluate G1 parenting but used observational measures to assess G2 parenting. Thornberry et al. (2003) used family reports to evaluate both G1 and G2 parenting. In the present study we used the same observed behaviors to measure both G1 and G2 parenting. We expect that the consistency in measurement across time in the present investigation, plus the greater sensitivity of observer ratings to actual parental behaviors, undistorted by the unique personalities or biases of family reporters, may account for our finding that both sons and daughters appear to emulate their parent's harsh and positive childrearing styles. Certainly additional research is needed to determine the robustness of this finding.
Harsh Parenting and Stability in Problem Behavior
For the model examining harsh parenting, G2 externalizing problems during adolescence predicted both G1 harsh parenting and G2 adult externalizing behavior. G2 externalizing behavior during adulthood predicted G2 harsh parenting to G3. These findings are consistent with the individual differences perspective (Figure 2 ). However, even after taking earlier G2 externalizing behavior into account, G1 harsh parenting continued to predict G2 adult externalizing behavior which mediated the connection between G1 and G2 harsh parenting, consistent with the continuity hypothesis (Figure 1) . Thus, the results for harsh parenting demonstrate intergenerational continuity in parenting as well as stability in problem behavior as additive influences on G2 childrearing practices.
Also important, G2 adult externalizing behavior predicted G2 harsh parenting, even after including G3 harsh behavior as a predictor in the model. This control provides assurance that G2 parenting is not simply the result of current child effects (see Belsky et al., 2005) . In addition, to the extent that the positive association between G3 and G2 harshness can be interpreted as a child effect, the findings suggest that G3 behavior may be a significant driver of G2 behavior, just as we observed for G2 externalizing problems and G1 harshness. Most likely these findings delineate a reciprocal process between parents and children that begins quite early in the child's life and continues through adolescence (see Kim, Conger, Lorenz, & Elder, 2001) .
In terms of the intergenerational continuity hypothesis, these findings are quite consistent with the results reported by Caspi and Elder (1988) on the basis of research conducted in the late 1920s and early 1930s. As in their report, we found that adult externalizing behaviors mediated the connection between problems in G1 and G2 parenting. It should be noted that in an earlier publication based on this same sample (Conger et al., 2003) , we did not replicate the Caspi and Elder findings. However, the cohort of G3 children we are following has increased from 75 in that earlier report to a total of 187 for the present analyses. This increase in statistical power and variability in parenting practices helps to explain this difference in the previous and current findings. In addition, in our earlier findings we used G2 problem behavior during adolescence as the proposed mediator between G1 and G2 parenting. In the current analyses, we used G2 externalizing behaviors during adulthood, which is more consistent with the Caspi and Elder (1988) study. To determine whether the different ages at which externalizing problems were assessed and modeled might account for the differences in the findings, we empirically tested the earlier model using the larger sample size to see if it would yield the same results. We found that G2 adolescent problem behavior still did not mediate the relationship between G1 and G2 parenting. Thus, the primary conclusion appears to be that G2 externalizing problems do mediate the association between G1 and G2 harsh parenting; however, these externalizing problems need to extend beyond adolescence to have this mediating effect.
Positive Parenting and Stability in G2 Competence
For the model examining positive parenting, G2 adolescent academic achievement predicted both G1 positive parenting and G2 adult academic attainment. In turn, G2 adult academic attainment predicted G2 positive parenting to G3. These findings are consistent with the individual differences perspective (Figure 2) . However, even after taking earlier G2 academic achievement into account, G1 positive parenting predicted G2 academic attainment, which mediated the connection between G1 and G2 positive parenting, consistent with the continuity hypothesis (Figure 1) . Thus, the results for positive parenting demonstrate both intergenerational continuity in parenting and stability in academic competence as additive influences on G2 childrearing practices. As with harsh parenting, G3 behaviors were significantly related to G2 parenting but did not eliminate the association between G2 parenting and G2 academic attainment.
One unexpected finding was the significant relationship between G2 academic achievement during adolescence and G2 positive parenting several years later. We had predicted that any impact of earlier achievement on later parenting would only be indirect through G2's level of academic attainment during adulthood. There may be several reasons for this unexpected direct effect. First, there are several factors that contribute to academic attainment, including the availability of funds for pursuing an advanced education. It may be that many adolescents who achieve at an above-average level during high school do not go on for additional education because of financial limitations or other environmental impediments. These relatively bright individuals may still function well as parents, because the same ambitions and abilities that led them to do well in school as adolescents continue to influence their approach to parenting as a role that requires information and the investment of significant effort. Moreover, the level of educational attainment was estimated during the early adult years, prior to the time at which some of the study participants went on for graduate study or professional degrees. This truncation in the possible range of the measure may have reduced its predictive validity. Finally, the direct path from adolescent achievement to G2 positive parenting may result from a genetic effect, a possibility that we cannot evaluate with the present study design. These possibilities will need to be examined in future research.
From our perspective, the most important message from the results for positive parenting is that continuity in positive parenting is fostered by the competencies it promotes for children and adolescents. Our findings significantly replicate the study by Chen and Kaplan (2001) , which found that the social and instrumental competencies of children grown to adulthood helped explain the link between G1 and G2 positive or constructive parenting. Conversely, they reported that psychological or emotional problems did not mediate this connection, even though G1 positive parenting was negatively related to these types of symptoms. If our findings and those of Chen and Kaplan (2001) continue to hold up in future research, we will have good evidence that positive parenting has very specific effects on child and adolescent development that tend to promote similar types of parenting in the next generation of parents.
Study Implications and Limitations
Taken together, the present results demonstrate that: (a) there are continuities in parenting behaviors across generations; (b) to a significant degree, these continuities tend to be specific by type of parenting; (c) the mechanisms that explain or mediate these continuities also are specific and emphasize maladjustment for problem parenting and competent development for positive parenting; (d) these continuities are not spurious or explained away by stability in G2 behavioral dispositions; and (e) these continuities are not explained away by the behavior of the G3 child. In a way, the findings of the present study are rather remarkable, inasmuch as we attempted to stack the deck against finding continuities, but they persisted in spite of our efforts.
Despite the evidence presented here for socially mediated intergenerational continuity in parenting, an important alternative explanation for the findings is that they result from genes shared between parents and children. For example, G1 and G2 positive parenting may be associated with one another only because of a common genetic history. Although we cannot entirely reject this possibility based on the current study design, the behavioral genetic evidence for a strong genetic influence on parenting is not great. For example, using a sample of adult twin parents, Spinath and O'Conner (2003) investigated the genetic and environmental influences on parenting behaviors. They found only a moderate genetic influence on only some dimensions of parenting. And while the Spinath and O'Conner (2003) findings involved family member reports of parenting, there is much less evidence of genetic influence when observed parenting is used in a behavioral genetic analysis. For example, in a study of adult twin mothers, Neiderhiser et al. (2004) found little evidence of genetic influence on parenting when parenting behaviors were directly observed. Similarly, Fearon et al. (2006) discovered no evidence for a genetic contribution to observed maternal sensitivity.
Another possibility is that a child's genetic characteristics may lead to child behaviors that elicit certain types of parenting. In a sample of twins, for example, Jaffee et al. (2004) reported that corporal punishment was, to a certain degree, provoked by child characteristics, while maltreatment was not. Similarly, ForgetDubois et al. (2007) examined whether children's heritable traits evoked maternal negative responses during the period from infancy to toddlerhood. They found that at 5 and 30 months of age, toddler characteristics influenced hostile-reactive behavior from their mothers, but those characteristics were not responsible for the stability of maternal behavior through the toddler years. Although such genetically mediated evocative effects may have played some role in the present findings, they are at least partially controlled by treating child or adolescent behavior as a predictor in the parenting SEMs. On balance, we don't believe there is strong evidence for an alternative genetic explanation for the findings presented here. Additional genetically informed studies are required, however, to determine the validity of this view.
Another important conclusion from the present results is the fact that the direct effect of G1 parenting on G2 parenting is modest. These findings suggest that an important next step in this line of research is to identify specific processes or mechanisms that either increase the association between G1 and G2 positive parenting or reduce the association between G1 and G2 harsh parenting. Findings of this type will aid in the development of educational programs designed to promote more effective parenting practices in the general population. The applied significance in the current results centers primarily on taking steps to promote the kinds of competencies that foster positive parenting or inhibit the development of conduct problems.
There also are several limitations to this study that are worthy of comment. First, the data in this report are correlational. To provide a more adequate test of child effects, quasi-experimental or experimental data are needed. Second, the lack of racial, ethnic, and geographic sample diversity may limit the generalizability of the results. The results are encouraging, however, whereas they are largely consistent with results from studies using more diverse samples (Belsky et al., 2005; Caspi & Elder, 1988; Chen & Kaplan, 2001) . A third limitation is that parenting was measured at different developmental periods for the G1 and G2 parents. Specifically, G1 parenting involved adolescents, although G2 parenting involved toddler-age children. This research strategy is inconsistent with Van IJzendoorn's (1992) view that the study of parenting continuities across generations should occur at the same point in parents' life spans. A number of practical issues make this ideal scenario difficult. That is, although the age of the parents may be the same, the age of the children may not.
Thus, while not ideal, this is one of the first studies to use a prospective, longitudinal research design to help advance our understanding of how parenting in one generation may be related to parenting in the next. The results suggest that the study of intergenerational continuities in parenting continues to be a fruitful area of inquiry that can aid understanding of why parents behave the way they do to their children. Especially important, such understanding can assist in the development of more effective educational and preventive interventions aimed at improving parenting behavior in families and the life chances of children. 
